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The Nature of an Efficient Agriculture in the
Northeast Prairie Area of Mississippi
By D. W. PARVIN

Associate Agricultural Economist
An efficient agriculture is one in which
managemen t, labor, and capital are ap-plied to land in proportions that take
full economic advantage of the advance-ments in the tools and techniques of the
times. These combinations of productive
agents or factors are made by farmers in
keeping with the limits imposed by nature at a particular location and the eco-nomic influences that the individual farm-er cannot alter when acting alone. In an
economy such as ours the land, labor,
capital, and management used in an effici-ent agriculture would rece ive returns com-parable to those which cou ld be reali zed
by thr same quality of these factors of
production if they were used in other
industries.
American industry and agriculture in
some regions have been able to meet
world competition and at the same time
maintain a high standard of living by
taking advantage of technological ad-vancements as they become available.
Farmers in the Northeast Prairie Area
must follow suit if they are to have levels
of living comparable to those of other
sections of the nation. Progress toward
farm mechanization in the Northeast
Prairie has been encouraging. Other opportunities for increasing the efficiency
of production are coming from research
in genetics, soils, fertilizing methods,
seed treatment techniques, insect and pest
control, and farm management. Increased
production efficiency will mean very little
unless there are contemporary improvements in the efficiency with which farm
commodities are marketed and processed.
Efficient production on farms in the
Northeast Prairie Area will be possible
only when the best-adapted farming systems are in operation in each major pro-

duction situation in the area. From this
realization stems the primary objective
of the current study. It is to suggest desirable area adjustments and to appraise
and evaluate them in terms of the effi-cient use of human and physical resources.
A second objective is the determination
of major obstacles to the attainment of
desirable adjustments, and suggestions as
to measures for dealing with them. A
third objective is to review the additional
research needed to provide an adequate
foundation for such measures and for
basic improvements in the future.
Assumptions
The level of national economic activity,
the extent of employment opportunities
outside of agriculture, and public policy
and programs will influ.::uce both the
nature of an efficient agriculture and
the speed with which adjustments to-ward an efficient agricu lture are made.
These factors cannot be projected into
the future with assurance of accuracy,
and the assumptions regarding them in
this study, it is emphasized, are not fore-casts of future economic conditions and
should not be taken as such. But assum ptions must be made regarding them
if analyses for the future are to be made.
The following framework of assump-tions, projected eight to ten years in the
future, was used:
I. That general economic activity will
continue at a high level with relatively
full employment and a national income
of around 160 billion dollars.
2. That the general price level will
be stabilized at about the level existing
in 1943, but that the prices of agricultural
products will be about 28 percent lower.
See appendix tables ID and 2 for the
specific prices used in this study.
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3. That competitive conditions ( no
production control) will prevail through-out the agricultural industry.
Method of Study
First the resources, the present pro-ductio~ and marketing situation, and
the long-time trends were studied in detail in order to provide the basic knowledge so necessary to pointing the way
toward an efficient agriculture.
Second, the various subject-matter specialists of the Experiment Station were
asked to list improved practices for each
crop and livestock enterprise and to estimate the extent to which crop yields and
livestock production rates could be in-creased in eight to ten years.
Third, budgets were prepar~d for
minimum-sized efficient farm units.
Fourth, these budgets were used as a
basis for arriving at preliminary estima-tions of the farming pattern that would
prevail with an ( ffi , icn t ~g ri cu lr~ire ..
Fifth, these preliminary est1mat1on_s
were presented to a committee of _Expenment Station workers representing all
subject-matter fields for study and re-vision. The final estimations as to the
farming pattern that would prevail with
an efficient agriculture were based on
the recommend ation of this committee.

Description of the Area
The Northeast Prairie, often called the
Black Prairie or Black Belt, is in general
characterized by diversification, with
major emphasis on cotton, dairying and
livestock production. The Black Prairie
soils form a partial crescent varying from
10 to 30 miles in width and extend from
central Alabama through nine counties
iri Northeast Mississippi to the Tennes-see line. The extent of the typical prairie
soil varies from county to county. None
of the counties, however, are entirely
within the Black Prairie Soils Area. The
rest of the .land in the nine counties
making up the Northeast Prairie type-of-farming area lies within the North--

east Highlands, Pontotoc Ridge,
Flatwood Soils Area (figure I).

and

The geological material of the Black
Prairie soils is of the Selma Chalk forma-tion, which is made up of soft limestone from 200 to 800 feet deep. This
type of soil material under a grass vegetation gave rise to prairie-like soils. The
chief calcareous soils are Houston and
Sumpter Clay on uplands. Trinity Clay
in bottoms, and Bell Clay on the ter-races. Catalpa is an excellent bottom
soil which is an alluvial deposit made
up from the combined washings of lime
uplands and sandy uplands adjoining the
Selma Chalk formation. In proximity to
the upland calcareous soils are the Ok-tibbeha and the Vaiden soils, which are
brown or yellow to reddish-brown soils
low in lime. Oktibbeha soils are often
called "post oak" or "red prairie" soils
by local people.
The Northeast Highlands are upper
coastal plains soils. They have some
steep, rugged slopes which are primarily
suited to woodlands. Their terrace and
bottomland soils, where drained and
cleared, are good farmland. These soils
extend into the eastern parts of Alcorn,
Prentiss, Lee, Monroe, and Lowndes
counties.
The Pontotoc Ridge includes an elevated flat-topped strip made up mainly
of soils in the Orangeburg series, which
prcduce well. Tt occuFics the wes tern
part of Alcorn, Prentiss, and Lee counti es and the central pan of Chick:1saw
and Clay counties. On the east, it is
mainly accumulated ridge material on
terraces and bottom land sites. Cotton
yields are moderately high in this part
of the area, and the resources are adapt-ed to a wide range of crop, livestock,
and woodland enterprises.
The flatwoo<l soils extend into the
western parts of Chickasaw, Clay, Oktib-beha, and Noxubee counties. The flat-wood soils offer some of the most eco--
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nomically dangerous production situa-tions in Mississippi. Their topography is
level to undulating, and when cleared,
it presents an inviting prospect to the
unwary who might attempt to tractor-farm it. Poor sub-surface drainage and
soils inherently low in fertility prevail.
Pastures can be established with sizablf
cash outlays, and good pine stands are
numerous where cutting and burnin.1
practices have not been too severe. Fev.
farm families have been able to maintain a good level of income in the flat--

wood!f except by superior management.
When Mississippi was first settled, the
prairie section was one of the most pro-ductive areas in the entire State. The
nature of the soils, together with the
system of management, stimulated sheet
erosion in the early stage of prairie farm-ing, and this hazard continued unnoticed
for many years. Today the pattern is so
vastly modified that, on many upland
fields, instead of finding dark, relatively
deep fertile soils we find limestone ex-posed.

PRESENT PRODUCTION AND MARKETING SITUATIONS
Cotton

Cotton acreages in the Northeast Prairie
have fluctuated over a wide range dur-ing the last 50 years. Prior to 1900, there
was little attention given to cash crops
other than cotton and only an occasional
planter was adding livestock. By 1915,
the boll weevil created a crisis in cotton
growing. Some counties had decreased
their acreage more than 50 percent in
the 15 years from 1900. At that time,
turning to cattle was hazardous in view
of ticks and poor markets. The tick was
eradicated by 1926, but because of poor
markets for livestock products, unsatis-factory alternative cash crops, and more
effective weevil control measures the
acreage planted to cotton in the North-east Prairie in 1929 actually exceeded the
acreage harvested in 1899 by about 3
percent. With the inauguration of the
cotton control program in 1934, there
was a marked reduction in the acreage
of cotton. By 1946 the acreage planted
to cotton had decreased 45 percent from
the 1929 level. 1
Cotton yield increases have almost offset the decrease in cotton acreage since
the inauguration of the cotton control
1 U. S. Census and Office of the Agricultural
Statistician.

program. This increase in yield has been
substantial enough to cause average pro-duction from 1935 through 1944 to be
only 4 percent below the number of bales
produced per year in the years 1928-1932, in spite of a 39 percent decrease in
cotton acreage. The yield per acre was
actually 58 percent higher during the
latter period ( table 1).
Cotton is still the most important source
of farm income in this area. Forty-three
percent of the gross farm income in this
area was derived from cotton in 1943
( appendix table IF). With regard to
total cash income cotton is even more
important. In 1943, 55 percent of the
cash income accruing to farmers came
from cotton.
Other Important Enterprises
Dairying and beef production are the
other important sources of cash farm
income in this area. In 1943, dairy prod-ucts contributed 18 percent of the cash
income accruing to farmers and the sale
of beef cattle, 9 percent. The important
position of dairying is due to the aggre-gate effect of many farmers producing
small amounts of milk for processing
purposes and not the presence of large-scale dairy farms. Data for 1943 show
that approximately three-fifths of all
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farms have from 2 to 8 cows. 2 Higher
beef prices and the fact that beef cattle
can be produced with irregular care and
attention during periods of labor shortages are current factors adding to the
prominence of beef breeding herds with
calves carried to merchantable size on
roughage. Most of the beef cattle enterprises are fitted into beef cattle-cotton
systems of farming and are found on the
larger farms.
Poultry and hog enterprises are limit-ed to production for home use on the
majority of farms; however, a few of the
kirger farms have a number of sows and
produce pork for market, and about 14
percent of the farms reported more than
100 laying hens per farm in 1942. 3

7

part-time farms in 1943. If all of these
fell within the smaller size groups, 45
percent of the full-time farm operators
would have less than 40 acres of cropland, and 68 percent less than 60 acr~s
of cropland. Approximately 50 acres of
cropland is the minimum necessary for
efficient operation by one family with
present methods of farming.

Size of Farms as Related to Systems
of Farming
The size of farm as measured by acres
of cropland has little effect on the cropping pattern ( table 3). Regardless of the
acreage of cropland in farms, the prop04"tion of land planted to cotton, to corn, to
hay, and to the three crops combined re-mained about the same. This is especially
Families Dependent on Agriculture
true if the farms having less than 15
In 1943 there were approximately 31,-- acres of cropland are not consid ered. The
000 full-time farm families in the area smaller farms had more livestock per 100
(appendix table JG). In addition there acres of cropland than did the larger
were approximately 4,500 part-time
fam-- farms. This is probably due to the smaller
ilies. The total cropland used for crops
farm having more woods and pasture
that year amounted to 862,000 acres ( ap-- per 100 acres of cropland than the larger
pendix table 1A). Subtracting 45,000 farms; the larger number of families per
acres-IO acres per part-time
family100 acres of cropland on the smaller
would leave 817,000 acres operated hy
forms and the number of livestock they
full-time farm families. This would kept for home use would also be a conamount to about 26 acres per full-time tributing factor.
family, which is clearly inadequate for
Most farmers having sufficient land
efficient use of the best types of equip-- to operate efficiently through the use of
ment and available labor.
the best adapted equipment and combiWith present methods of farming, ap-- nation of enterprises fail ed to do so in
proximately three operating units out of the past. Instead they continued to add
five are too small to justify modern croppers and their complement of halfequipment and to employ the labor ef- row mule equipment when the acreage
ficiently throughout the year. In 1943, owned expand ed beyond the amount the
59 percent of the operating units haJ
farm family could handle with the usual
less than 40 acres of cropland , and 76 complement of mule equipment and compercent had less than 60 acres of crop- bination of enterprises. This resulted in
land (table 2). These operators of small the uniform cropping pattern for all sizes
farms, 76 percent of the total, had only of farms as shown in table 3 and dis-36 percent of all cropland in 1943. About cussed in the preceding paragraph.
4,500 farms in the areas were classed as
Tenancy
2 O'Leary, W. G., Organization and Operation
The proportion of farms operated by
of Farm in Black Prairie Area, Mississippi, Mi, tenants is higher in the Northeast Prairie
sissippi Experiment Station Bulletin Number 404,
than for any other hill arna, with the ex1944, p. 16.
ception of the Brown Loam Area. In
3Jbid, pp. 16-17.
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Table l.

Trends ln ~'ltton acreage, production. and vield per acre, Northeast Prairie Area,
Mississippi, I 928.1944.
Item
I 1928•32 a,·era g-e I 1935.44 average
Percent change
Acres
- - - - · ······························
· 421,120
256,408
-39
—
Production, 500.Jb. bales __
...........................
133,052
----- ----.....
127,881
—
-4
Yield per acre _________
···········
······-····························· 151
238
+58
Source: Office of the Agricultural Statistician.
Table 2. Number of farms and percent of cropland, by size groups, Northeast Prairie Area,
Mississippi , 1943.
__________________________
Acres of
/
Number of
Percent of
Percent of total
__c_ro...,p,__l_an_ d_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ farm s
all farms
cropla~
0-19 .9 ····························································
4,477·······
25 .9
2 0.8
20.39 .9 ···············-··················································
5,778
33.5
___
40•59.9 - ························································
....... 2,917
I 5.1
16.9
60·99.9 ___
····················-·······························•·••··········
19.6
2,367
13. 7
100·199.9 -~
···············
·············-····
·······-···········... ... 1,170
17.2
6.8
200·499.9 ·········································
...... ···
.. ....
388
14.5
2.5
500·999.9 ······················-··································
5.2
..
50
.3
l000 and over ........ .................... ....................... ....
68 _ _ _ _ _ _ .4 _ _ _ __
7.6
Total -...........................
..................................
---17,215
I 00.0
I 00.0
Source: Ten percent sample of PMA worksheets.
Table 3. Acres of crops and numbers of livcst0ck per 100 acres of cropland, Northeast Prairie Arca,
_________________ _________ ___________ Mississippi, 1943.
Size (acres of cropland)_ _ __
Item
100•199_1 __ 40•99
I 15•29 I Less than 15

-----1

acres

_________
Total __
----············
················ ··········
............. .... 247
Cropland __ -_____
- - - · · ···········......................... ..... . 100
____ ____ .................................................
Cotton ...........................
25
Corn ______________
········-----···· ··············· ··········
35
................. .
______________
Hay ····- ---···
···················
·····························25
Other crops _______
·····-················································· 12
Tot:tl ai:res of crops 1 .......................... ........................ .
97
Work stock ________
····-································································
6
_____________ ····-···························
Cattle ····-················
28
......... ..
Cows ______________
---············-· ················· ·············
16
..........
All hogs —________
18
····-··············································
......... .
___····················_________
Hens ·········
··········
98
......................... ....... .
Chickens raised ..........................
___
................................ . 188
Source: Sample PMA worksheets.
lAcrcs of crops will not add to 100 because i<lle cropland
counted for.

1945, 59 percent of the farm families were
classified as tenants. In many cases the
land farmed by croppers or tcn .ints is
only a part of an operating unit: there-fore, in terms of complete operating units
only 33 percent were operated by tenants.
When such units are divided into single
and multiple units, _3tJ p,· rccn t of the
single units and 12 percent of th e multi•
pie units were operated by tenants. 4
4 U.

S. Censu s.

acr ,..._

247
100
26
38
21
13
98

7
32

18
I4
110
215

acres

339
100
28
40
18
13
99
10
35
21
22
166
308

acres

523
100
35
27
13
13
88
16
46
29
31

339

854

an<l double•cropping are not ac•-

Farm Practices
Low crop yields and low rates of pro•duction for livestock are the results of
farmers failing to make use of improved
management practices. In a study of I 08
farms in this area it was found that only
37 percent of the land in cotton and only
2 percent of the land in corn was fer•
tilized. Hay, the other major crop, was
seldom fertilized. Feeding rates were
much too low to insure best returns from

THE NATURE OF AN EFFICIENT AGRICULTURE IN NORTHEAST PRAIRIE AREA

livestock enterprises. On one-family sized
farms deficiencies in feed were as fol-lows: corn, 7 percent; hay, 37 percent;
protein supplement, 34 percent; and pas-ture, 25 percent. 5 The use of good breeding and culling practices, the control of
diseases and parasites, providing adequate
housing and water supply and supplying
minerals were other improved livestock
practices that a large proportion of the
farmers were failing to carry out.
Mechanization has advanced further in
the Northeast Prairie than in any other
hill area of the State, but not as far as in
the Delta. In 1945 there were 362 acres
of cropland per tractor in the Northeast
Prairie Area as compared to 500 acres in
the Clay Hills Area, 392 acres in the
Brown Loam Area, and 240 acres in the
Delta. In the spring of 1945 there were
2470 tractors in the area, an increase of
127 percent over 1940. The tractors are
well distributed over the entire area,
varying from 450 in Monroe County to
140 in Oktibbeha County. 6 However,
one or two mules and half-row or full-row equipment are still the usual complement of power and machinery for most
farm families.
Surplus and Deficit Production
In 1943, the milk, potatoes and sweet-potatoes, dry beans, peas and nuts, eggs
and meat produced within the area were
sufficient to supply all the people, rural
and urban, with adequate diets ( table
4 ). The production of fats, excluding
butter, and sirup was below the amount
needed.
Seasonal production of milk and eggs
was so pronounced that deficits occurred
during parts of the year; this was espe-cially true in the case of eggs, the total
production of which was only 2 percent
in excess of total requirements. Total
production of potatoes and sweetpotatoes
was on! y I percent in excess of total re-quirements, and there were actually def-50'Leary, W. G., op. cit., pp. 15-22.
eu. S. Census.

9

icits during part of the year due to spoilage and wastage. Many farm families do
not produce sufficient fruits and vegetables for their own use and most of the
fruits and vegetables consumed by urban
people are shipped in. The prociuwon
of feed and forage was much below the
amount needed to feed livestock at recommended levels. The production of grain
was 32 percent, hay 29 percent, and
grazin~ available 19 percent below the
amount needed to feed livestock at recommended levels.

Marketing and Processing Facilities
Here, as in the other areas of the State,
a sufficient number of gins, warehouses
and local buyers are available to handle
considerably more than present production of cotton and cottonseed. There were
132 active gins, 16 warehouses and 5
cotton oil mills in the area in 1941. The
main problem as far as gin facilities are
concerned, seems to be the conversion
of substandard gins. This would require
that some gins go out of business in
order to give the remaining gins volume
enough to make it profitable to install
modern gin equipment.
There are 9 cheese plants, 3 conden-series, 4 creameries, 3 milk-cooling stations, and 6 cream-buying stations in
these nine counties. Therefore, the area
is well served by milk marketing and
processing plants. At present, the principal problem is to supply these plants
with a steady volume of milk in order
to increase the efficiency of year-round
operations. Actually about one-half the
milk marketed in this area is sold in
the four-month neriod-— May through
August-—and about two-thirds during
the six-month period-April through
September. This causes the unit cost of
transportation of milk from the farm to
the plant and the unit cost of processing
dairy products to be much higher in the
winter than in the summer months.
Heavier feeding during the winter
months, the development of winter pas--
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tures, and fall freshening could bring the
winter level of production up sufficiently
to permit increased transportation and
plant operating efficiency, and eventually
the realization of higher milk and cream
prices at the farm. 7
Livestock auction markets are operated
in all counties of the area, with one ex-ception. One packing plant is operated
in the southern part of the area and there
are local slaughterers and butchers scat-tered throughout the area. These, plus
a number of local dealers and truck buyers in each county, contribute to the livestock marketing system. Physical facilities are sufficient to handle the livestock
produced, but the efficiency of operation
could be improved.
Marketing and precessing facilities for
other farm commodities have not been
7Parvin, D. W., Dev~lopment of the Dairy
Industry in Mississippi, Mi ssiss ippi Experiment
Station Bulletin No. 422, 19-15.

de veloped generally. If the production of
farm commodities other than cotton,
dairy products, and livestock were expanded significantly, additional marketing and processing facilities would be re-quired.
Industrialization has progressed to an
encouraging degree in this area. In 1942
there were 11 ga rm ent factories, 2 cotton
mills, 1 hosiery factory, and 1 mattress
factory in operation . 8 Favorable electric
power rates provided by TV A have stim-ulated this growth. This has aided the
development of comparatively good local
markets for poultry and eggs in addition
to the effect upon the volume of milk
going into direct consumption channels
at relatively hi_gh prices.
8Miley, D. Gray, Commercial Farm Produc-tion and Agricultural Marketing Systnns and
Facilities in Mississippi, Miss issippi exper im ent
Station Bulletin No. 39-1, 19-13.

Table 4. Production of farm commodities compared with requirements to supply people with adequate
diets and to feed livestock at recommend ed ra tes, Northeast Prairie Area, Mississippi, 1943.
Food and feed produ ction requiremen ts for
total population I _and f_a rm liv es tock
Commodity
Milk or its equivalent 4 ____
___ __________________________
_______
Potatoes and sweetpotatoes 4 _
_____________________
______
Dry beans, peas, and nuts 4 ________________________
_______
--------Eggs ~~---------------------------------------------------------______
Meat 5 ____________________
------------------------------------ ---6
______
Fats, excluding butter ____
---------------------------Sirup _____________________
___________________
__
--------7
Grain
--------------------------------------------------------_____
Hay or its equivalent -------------------------------Gra~~ _____ ____
—

Unit
lb .
lb.
lb.
doz
lb.
lb.
ga l.
lb.
ton
AUM

I

I

Production
Percent
available for
Total
production is
feed and food t requirernents 3 of req~rern cn__t_
I000 units
percent
25-1,000
I 55,532
I 63

34 ,99 0
4,145
5,521
28,692
5)26
293
267,824
219
I ,847

3-1 ,640
2,659
5,434
23,983
9~52
351
310
2,275

101
156
102
120
58
84
68
71
81

1 The est imated farm population was I 34, 100 and the estimated non farm population was 83,300
in 1943. Based on reports of the Bureau of Agricultural Eco nomics and Bureau of the Cen sus.
2
Production available for food is total production minu s the amou nt used for feed and seeds
(eggs to hatch in ca se of poultry). Production of grain available for food and feed is total produc-tion minus the amount used for seed.
3 Based on requirements given in
tables 3 and 4 of the appendix.
4 Production available for food and
requirements for food on ly.
5focludes beef, mutton, poultry, and pork ( excluding lard , bacon, salt sides and fatback).
6 Production of
lard, bacon, salt sides and fatback , and requirements for all fat s for food, ex-cluding butter.
7 Production
available for feed and food, requirements for feed , and corn meal requirem ents for
food.
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ALTERNATIVES TO COTTON WITH AN EFFICIENT
AGRICULTURE
Cotton should continue to be the major
cash crop in this area, because it gives a
higher return to labor per acre than any
other crop that can be produced and
marketed in large quantities. Market demand limits crops that offer a higher
return to a relatively small acreage. Corn
should continue to be the major grain
crop because the poundage produced per
acre is almost 50 percent higher than for
oats; however, the acreage of oats should
be increased materially because they fit
well into a balanced farming system, and
when followed by a hay crop actually
produce more feed per acre than corn.
The production of truck crops and small
fruits could be profitably expanded to
the point of supplying local urban needs.
Under the conditions assumed for this
study, cotton produced with a one-plow
tractor, and hoed and harvested by hand
offers higher returns per acre than where
production is completely mechanized and
cotton picked on a custom basis, or where
mule power is used (table 5). Completely
mechanized custom-picked cotton offers
the lowest returns. High machinery costs,
cash expenditure for hiring picking by
machine, quality loss for machine-picked
cotton, and the loss from cotton left in
the field when picking is done by ma-chine are the main factors causing re-turns to be low on completely mechan-ized custom-picked cotton. 9
High yields are a fundamental require-ment for complete mechanization on a
profitable basis if picking is to be done
on a custom basis; and picking on a custom basis would have to be practiced in
most parts of the Northeast Prairie Area
if cotton production is completely mech-anized. Returns to land and management
with complete mechanization and picking on a custom basis would not be fav-9 Based

on machines already in operation .
Possibilities as to fu ture refinem n ts we re no1
considered in this anal ysis.

orable with production at less than 400
to 500 pounds of lint per acre ( table 6).
It appears that the farm operator must
have enough cotton to justify owning a
picker, thus avoiding the necessity of
paying someone else a sizable profit for
operating a picker, if he is to make
money with average yields and prices
from completely mechanized cotton pro-duction in the Northeast Prairie Area.
Between custom rate charges and in-dividual ownership costs are cost of partnership and cooperative ownership. Perhaps they could be developed in such a
way that picking costs could be kept
low.
Fully mechanized corn production,
where the operator does not have enough
corn to justify owning a picker, also
offers lower returns per acre than partly
mechanized corn production. Thus, for
corn and cotton, it appears that family
labor must be used in harvesting on
family-sized farms if returns are to be
kept at reasonable levels.
Retention of hand-picking and hand-hoeing practices 1 0 would still continue
the very uneven pattern of seasonal labor
requirements for cotton (table 7). Even
when hay and small grain crops are completely mechanized, the conflict in the
late summer and early fall between harvesting hay and seeding oats and harvestmg cotton and corn becomes a seriously
limiting factor. This, plus the man labor
needs for hoeing during May and June,
makes it almost as easy for one family
to balance its labor with a one-plow
tractor as to do so with a two-plow
rractor.
The returns to land, labor and man-{gement per acre for cotton produced
mechanically, except for picking and
1 O Experim entation in' chemical weed control
was just beginning wh en this stud y was in augurated.
Therefor e, it was not considered
in tr.is analysis.
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hoeing, are about three times that for
corn produced mechanically, except for
harvesting, and about twice that for oats
and lespedeza produced mechiJ11ically and
custom harvested; howeve r, returns per
hour of labor are considerably higher for
corn and for oats followed by lespedeza
than for cotton. These comparisons show
relationships only in a rough fashion and
they can easily be misleading. It is not
the purpose of the individual operator
to maximize returns per ac re of cropland or per hour worked on crops, but to
maximize returns to the farm as a unit.
[f available labor, land, and capital are
to be used efficiently, enterprises must
be fitted together; and in an area such
1s the Northeast Prairie Area, advantage
must be taken of opportunities to supple-ment and to complement crop production

..,_•ith livestock enterprises if farming sys,.ms are to be successful.
Forage-consuming animals should connittne the major portion of the livestock
oroi.:ram in the Northeast Prairie Area.
hec:iuse of its natur:d advantage in the
procluction of forage crops. Dairy cow1
,hould continue to be the m:1jor for::1ge :ons11ming animals, because markets for
dairy products are already established. In
1ddition, returns per acre are higher
from dairy cows than from beef cattle.
which is very important bec:rnse of the
;mall size of the majority of fa rms. Beef
oro<luction should be limited to the larger
farms. The production of hogs and poultry in excess of loca l needs shou ld h,
limitecl largely by the amount of grain
oroduced in excess of the needs of forage-ronsuming animals.

BEST ADAPTED FARMING SYSTEMS WITH AN
EFFICIENT AGRICULTURE
This area has progressed farther to-The dairy-cotton
farms would tend to
ward an efficient pattern of agriculture
be concentrated in those portions of the
than any other hill area of the State; area where dairy manufacturing plants
however, much remains to be done in or Grade A markets are available. Other
order to get land resources into econom- production situations where good outlets
ical sized units and to secure the adop-- for milk could be profitably developed
tion of more efficient farming practices. make up the balance of the land area
Cotton is the main crop, yet with yields :uited to the dairy-cotton
system of farm-averaging 250 pounds of lint per acre, it mg.
would not pay to mechanize cotton pro-The li1·estock-cotton
farms are adapted
duction fully except where there are to production situations where acreages
production situations which are favorable
mited to pasture and close-up growing
for the development of large mechanized crops are relatively large as compared to
units. 11 It is estimated that only about the amount of land suited to row crops.
15 percent of the land in this area is Also this system of farming would often
suitable for such operation.
be developed in those parts of the area
The best-adapted farming systems and where markets for dairy products are not
the percent of the total land area in available or could not be developed prof-farms that would be suitable for each
l l This conclu , ion is based on a limited
system, insofar as can be determined at
amount of information on operations in other
rhe present are: partly mechanized dairy-areas. Additional resea rch in cost of production
cotton, 50 percent; partly mechanized
and price differentials between cotton produced
livestock-cotton,
15 percent; completely with machines and cotton hoed and picked by
mechani zed cotton-beef,
15 percent; part- hand is needed before the relative profitability
Jf the two method s on large units of relativelr
ly mechanized general, 10 percent; and
!eve! land in this Area can be determined wit~
others, 10 percent.
usurance of complete accuracy.

Table 5.

Gross value minus specified cost per acre for important crops with varying degrees of mechanization, Northeast Prairie Area Mississippi. 1

Mechanized 2
43 .22

Item
Gross

va Iue O ------------------------•.•••.......••••• ••••••••.......••..••.•••.....
...........
----------Production expenses:
___ 4.74
Fertilizer ______________________________
·············
···············································l.00
______________________
—···················
Seed ······
···································
··-···
·
Man labor .........................................................
.
5.24
_
Tractor or mule power ________________
8.62
................................... .
6.95 1 o
Machinery ____________________________
··········
·········---····················
_________-······
_______
____
Harvesting, custom -···········-·······-·······
······· 11.52
Transportation and storage .............................
_____________ .
l.00
9.2611
__
Other cotton costs ···············-- Total _______________________________
························
················
····················-·
· 48.33
Returns to land and management .....................
_
_______ . —
-5.11
Returns to land, labor, and management ............
.13
Returns per hour of labor ...................................
________________ .
.005
1 Preliminary estimates.
2 One-plow tractor; custom

)

Cotton
Partly
mech-anized 3
43.22

I

Mule
power 4
43.22

4.74
1.00
15.74
8.62
3.70

12.58
1.64

1.00
3.00
37.53
5.69
21.43
.26

1.00
3.00
41.73
1.49
19.26
.2 1

4.74
1.00

17.77

Mech-

I anized5
16.74

I

Corn
Partly
mech-anized 6
16.74

I

Mule
power 7
16.74

mechanized 8
12.54

Oats and
lespedeza
mech-anized 8
27.54

1.28

2.30
5.00
1.33
3.14
1.34
6.50
1.00
20.61
6.93
8.27
1.15

Oats

1.28
. .50
2.01
5.19
2.22
3.75
.50

1.28
.50
3.15
5.68
2.44

4.69
8.33
1.09

.so

.so

1.28
2.00
.87
2.25
.97
3.75
.50

15.45
1.29
3.30
.31

13.55
3.19
6.34
.38

16.39
.35
5.04
.21

11.62
.92
1.79
.39

.so

picked by machine; labor requirements include an allowance of 10 hours for r.oeing.
tractor; hoed and picked by hand; labor requirements include an allowance of 20 hours for hoeing.
4 One-row equipment; labor requirements include an allowance
of 20 hours for hoeing .
5 One-plow tractor; custom picked by machine; corn hill dropped, no allowance
made for hoeing.
6 One-plow tractor; picked by hand; corn !:ill dropped, no allowance for hoeing.
7 One-plow equipment; hill dropped, no allowance made for hoeing.
8 One-plow tractor; custom harvested.
9 Cotton,
250 pounds of lint at 14.4 cents and 408 pounds of seed at 1.77 cents per pound; corn, 18 bushels at 93 cents; oats, 22 bushels at 5i
cents; and lespedeza hay, 1 ton at $15 .
1 0 Includes $2.50 for fuel for flamer and
75 cents per acre for depreciation, repairs and interest on flaming machine.
11 Ginning and poison, $3; quality loss due to machine picking, $4.30; val ue of cotton
left in field, $1.96.
3 One•plow
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Table 6.

Preliminary estimates of returns per acre for cotton with different yield levels when
machine picked on a custom basis, Northeast Prairie Area; Mississippi
Pound s of lint per acre
- 400 - I 300 _ 1_ 2-oo- ~ -100
500

I-

Item
__ _____ __
Value of lint and seed I ____________________
------ --------------Production expenses:
----- —
---------------------------- --------- ------------------Preharvest 2 ------------------------------------------------------------------Cu stom picking 3 --------------------------------Ginning, transportation and storage ______________
-----4
----- ----- -------------------Value, quality loss --------------------------------------------------------------·
Value, waste cotton 5 ---------------------------------- ---- --------------------------- ----------Total -----------------------Returns to land and management ______________________
Returns to land, labor and management __________
—

87 .-H

69.44

5~ .46

34 .98

17.49

34 .90
23 .00
8.08
8.44
3.83
78 .25
9.19
14.53

31.7 4
18.40
6.47
6.75
3.06
66.42
3.53
8.87

28.58
13.80
4.85
5.06
2.30
54.59
—
- 2. 13
3.21

25.42
9.20
3.23
3.37
1.53
42.75
-7.77
—
—
-2.43

21.37
4.60
1.62
1.69

.77

30.05
—
-12.56
-7.41
—

valued at 14.6 cents per pound and seed at $35.39 per ton.
cost for 8 cultivations, flame cu lti vation would be appl ied fo r 5 of them; fe rtilizer
calculated at the rate of 800, 600, 400, 200 and O pounds per acre.
3 A charge of $1.75 per hundred pounds of seed cotton.
4 Estimated quality losses from machine picking wou ld average 1 grade.
5 Assuming that 7 percent would be left in fi eld compared with ha nd pick in g and th at leav ings
would probably be I to 2 grades below average quality.
1 Lint

2 In cludes

itably. Beef, pork, and cotton would be
important sources of income.
The general farms would be scattered
throughout the area, and for cash in-come the majority would depend on cot-ton and two or more lives tock enterprises. This system of fa rming would
develop in those parts of the area where
the acreage suited to row crops is rela-tively higher than for cotton-dairy or
systems of farming.
livestock-cotton
Enough cattle would be kept to utilize the

available pasture and forage crops. If a
market for dairy products were avail-able, dairy cows would be kept; otherwise, beef cattle would be grown. In ad-dition to cotton and dairy or beef cattle,
poultry and hogs would be important
enterprises. The latter two would be of
relatively more importance if beef cattle
were kept instead of dairy cows, because
more grain would be ava ilable for them.
cattle
The fully mechanized cotton-bed
units would be located in those parts of

Table 7. Labor and power requirements per acre, one-plow tractor, Northeast Prairie Area, Mississippi.

Jan. Feb. Mar. April May june Jul y Aug . Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Total
_
81.4
8.7
4.6 19.0 14.0
5.7
3.3 11.6 II .i"
1.9
.4
.5
_
17.6
.7
.7
.2
.9
2.7
3.6 3.7
2.3
1.9
.5
.4
T
_
16.6
____
____
3.5
3.5
1.3
2.9
3.3
1.2
.5
_
.4
M
Corn 3
_
11.6
1.0
____
____
1.0
1.3
2.9
3.3
1.2
.5
T
.4
_
6.2
—
—
_
1.0
2.3
2.4
.5
____ __
M
Oats 4 --------------_
6.2
—
1.0
_
—
2.3
_
2.4
.5
T
_
7.0
2.2
4.3
_
__
__
__
—
—
.5
M
Cl over hay
_
3.4
—
1.0
1.9
—
__
—
.5
T
after oats 5 __
____
13.6
—
6.2
3.0
—
3.4
1.0
M
_ .
Soybea ns or --__ )7
8.2
1.3
3.4
1.0
.
....
co,vpca hay 6 ---..
T
— ti es
and
reports,
Station
1 Preliminary. Based u pon publications of the U.S.D.A., Experiment
mates of technicians working on this study.
2 Yield, 250 pounds lint.
Includes an allowance of 20 hours for hoeing; time required for har-vesting calcul ated on the basis of one man picking 150 pounds of seed cotton per ten-hour day.
3 Yield I 8 bu shels.
Hill-dropped, no allowance made for hoeing. Harvested by hand.
4 Yield 25 bushels. Completely mecbnized.
“
l ton. Stationary type baler.
5Yield
6Y ield 1.5 ton. Stationary type ba ler.
7 M, 1nan; T, tractor.
Crop
Cotton 2 ____

M7
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the area where a relatively large acre-age of level land can be found in con-tinuous tracts. Cotton would be the main
crop with grain and hay as supplemen-t:iry crops. Beef cattle wou Id be kept to
utilize the grazing provided by farms of
this size. Generally they would be multiple-family units.
The farming systems grouped together
under "other" include truck, poultry,
and semi-retirement
woodland, part-time
farms. These farm units, with the exception of woodland, would be small in
size and tend to be concentrated around
towns and cities. Woodland farms would
be relatively large and would develop
in those areas wh ere the ruggrd terrain
mak es the greater part of the land un-suited for crops and pastures. The part-time and partial-retiremen t families would
produce very little for market.
Dairy-Cotton Farms. 12 The minimum-units would
sized efficient dairy-cotton
have approximately 130 acres of open
land, of which about 70 acres would be
used for rotation cropland and 60 acres
for permanent pasture. The total acre-age would vary, depending on the
amount of land suited for woods only.
but would average approximately 180
acres. Based on normal values, total in-vestment would amount to about $10,000,
of which only 54 percent would be invested in fixed assets (I.and, buildings,
and fences). See table 8.
Cotton and corn would be harvested by
hand, and hoe labor would be used along
tractor cultivation for
with ·sweep-type
1 2 It is emphasized that the size and com-bination of enterprises shown for the three
system s of farming that foll ow are preliminary
estimations. They are based on the vield s and
prices assum ed for this stud y and ·sr.own in
appendix tabl es IC, 1 D, and 2 . Th e minimum
size and bes t combinatio n of enterprises for
each of these three system s of- farmin g will
probabl y change to some extent as actual yield s
and prices differ from those assum ed for this
stud y.
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weed control. Flame cultivators would not
be used. One family, having approximately 1.5 man equivalents, would be
able to operate this farm with a single
tractor and no workstock withone-row
out hiring additional help. Tractors would
have a road gear and be rubber mounted
to meet hauling and odd job needs.
Tractor equipment that could be utilized
to an advantage is as follows: stalk cutter, breaking plow, middle buster, . disc
harrow, section harrow, planter-distributor, grain drill and attachments, cultivator, mower, rake, combine, trailer, and
hammer mill. It would be cheaper to
hire the hay produced baled on a custom
basis than to own a baler.
The suggested system calls for 12
acres of cotton which is about the amount
an average family can harvest. It would
seem to be a wise policy for the farmer
who follows this system to produce all
the cotton that his family can harvest.
The farmer and his family gets a greater
return per acre of cotton than for any
other crop, and no small part of this
income is from the labor of the family
in chopping and picking. If the use of
family labor is cut off by the use of
mechanical equipment and no other profitable use made of it, net income suffers.
Therefore, the most profitable course to
follow seems to be to grow as much
cotton as the family can handle during
peak seasons and use the balance of the
land for supplementary crop and livestock enterprises.
Feed crops, with the rxception of 2
acres for miscellaneous truck and garden
crops, would utilize the balance of the
cropland. Twenty acres of corn and 24
acres of oats would supply the grain re-quirements. The oats would be grazed
by the dairy cattle from December I to
March I; 18 acres would be followed by
lespedeza for hay and 6 acres would be
planted to sudan grass or some other
suitable crop to be utilized as a temporary
summer pasture. Twelve acres of second-year lespedeza would furnish the rest of

16
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the hay needed. One acre of lespedeza
would be saved for seed.
The dairy herd would consist of 20
good grade cows. In order to maintain
this herd in good condition, 4 cows
would be sold each year and 4 heifers
added to the herd. Artificial insemina-tion would be practiced in order to im-prove the herd. The net cost of artifi
cial insemination is not great when the
cost of keeping a good bull is taken int<
consideration. The cows would be milk
ed by machine in order to keep labo
requirements within the limits of the
family labor force. One thousand pounds
of grain, 500 pounds of cottonseed meal,
and 2 tons of hay would be fed per cow.
Grazing would be furnished the year
round, although the cows would be allowed to graze only three or four hours
per day from December 1 to March 1
when the oats are being utilized. The
6 acres of temporary summer pasture
would provide grazing in the summer
when permanent pastures ordinarily dry
up. Taking cows off the permanent pas-ture during this period allows the grasses
to come back, so that when the cattle
are returned to the permanent pasture
fairly adequate grazing is obtained up
to the time cattle are turned on oats.
With this feeding program, production
would average about 4250 p0unds per
cow.
The remainder of the livestock program
would consist of small poultry and hog
enterprises. One sow would be kept; two
litters of 6 pigs each would be farrowed
and fed out to about 200 pounds per
head. Twenty-five hens would be kept
for egg production for home use, and
enough chickens raised to provide the
family with poultry meat and to furni~h
replacements.
The labor supply for the average farm
family can be outlined in specified terms
only when some assumptions are made
concerning the amount of work which
women and children would do. In this
study, it is assumed that during peak

seasons children would furnish .5 man
equivalent when out of school and .2
man equivalent when in school. The
operator's wife, it is assumed, would
contribute .25 man equivalent during
rush seasons. These factors, plus full-time work for the farm operator, pro-vide an approximation of the labor available for crop production, when multiplied by the estimates of the days fit to
work in the field. Field work, including
the time spent on the pasture and mis-cellaneous truck crops, would require an
input of about 2,000 hours, 75 percent of
the time available for it. The dairy enterprise, fitted into the business so as to
utilize feed produced and to provide pro-ductive work throughout the year, would
require an additional 1750 hours. Five
hundred hours would be spent in taking
care of the hogs and poultry and in the
grinding and preparation of feed for all
of the livestock. Labor expended on
woodlands would amount to about 150
hours, 100 hours for management and
improvement and 50 hours for harvestinl!
timber for the market. Total hours worked would be about 4300.
Under the conditions assumed for this
study, 13 this system of farming would
give cash receipts of about $3400-three—
fourths of which would come from the
dairy enterprise. Fertilizer, feed, tractor
fuel, marketing charges (primarily milk
hauling) and repairs would be the major
expense items. In all, cash expenses would
total about $1850, leaving about $1500
net cash income. Family labor earnings
would amount to about $1050 and the
returns per hour of family labor approximately 24 cents.
Livestock-cotton. The minimum-sized
efficient livestock-cotton
units would have
about 205 acres of open land, of which
97 acres would be devoted to crops and
108 acres to open permanent pasture. The
total acreage would vary, depending on
1 3 See appendix tables I C, 11) and 2 fo r yield s
and prices used in tr.i s a nalysis.

Table 8.

Farm organization and income summary, minimum-sized
efficient farm units, Northeast Prairie Area, Mississipp_i._ _ __
Farm orga nization
Income summary_3_ _~ - - - - ~ - - - Livestock
Da iry-Livestock- ,
Da iryGeneral
Itcm...:__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _..:__co_ t_to_n_ - ' -cotton
- - - - --General
It~m
cotton
cotton
acres
Land use:
acres
acres
Cash rece ip ts:
doll ars
doll ars
doll ars
62
97
Cropla nd _________________________
-----------------------------------------------------522
522
71
Cotton _________
-------------------------------------------------------- 577
36
108
Open permanent pastu re ____________
---------------------------58
Da iry enterprise -------------------------------------- 2495
1480
42
95
Woods, waste and fa rmstead _______
-------------------51
1788
Beef enterp ri se ---------------------------------------140
300
To tal __________________________
-------------------------------------------------------- 180
220
924
H og enterprise ----------------------------------------· 264
Crops :
11 34
Poultr y enterprise -----------------------------------25
25
12
____________________
_____
12
Cotton --------------------------------------------------------11 8
12
51
Forestry products -----------------------------------62
24
____ 20
25
Corn _____________________________
-------------------------------------------------------------32.97
3407
T otal _
---·-·----------------------------------------------- 3368
14
Oats, gra in and grazi ng ____________
30
--------------------------2-l
Cash expenses:
__
_________________
25
Oa ts, g razing onl y -------------------------------------465
23 1
Ferr iIize r 4 __
---------------·------ -------------------------297
Lespedcza hay after oa tsl __________
(43)
( 10)
-------------------------- ( 18)
_______
Feed ___
89
-------------------------------------------------------668
21 8
1
12
Lcspedcza hay, alone _____________
------------------------------84
Seed _
85
---------------------------------------------------------62
I
3
Lespedeza seed l ___________________
-----------------------------------------124
Custom work ------------------------------------------ I 05
Temporary sum mer pasturue _______
___________________ _ (6)
( 12)
(4)
Trartor fuel and oil _____ ··---------------------- 193
230
175
_______
( 10)
(9)
(10)
W in ter lcgu mes ___________
-----------------------------------------______
Marketing charges 5 --------------------·-··-------130
162
270
Taxes and in sura nce ______
2
2
2
M iscell ancous truck -----------------------------------__ ________________ ______ 120
160
100
Livestock :
nu mber
nu mber
number
__
255
Repa irs __
-----------------------------------------------------232
280
2
20
12
Mii k cows _________________________
---------------------------------------------------____
_____
Breed ing fees __________
16
---------------------------------------·---62
102
_______ _______
Beef cows ______
30
---------------------------------------------------' __
Auto ex pense _____
-----------------------------------------100
100
I 00
______
Pigs ra iscd _____________
_______________ -----------------------------------48
12
12
______---------------------------______
Miscell aneous _____
_______________
11 7
165
173
_______________________
25
250
H en s _____
_______ ----------------------------------------------------25
__
1695
Tota l ---------------------------------------------------2111
1864
____________________
Chickens ra ised -------------------------------------------75
675
75
Net casr. income ______
1602
-·-------------------------------------- i 504
1296
In vestmen t :
doll ars
doll ars
dollars
Minu s depreciation _________
---------------------------------- 356
323
265
______
Plu s va lue of home use prod uct ____________ 386
La nd _______________________
4500
------------------------------------------------------------2500
3000
386
386
Net fa rm fa mil y in co me ____________________________ 1534
2200
2200
1665
1417
~ ~~~';;, ~'r: ~1d ________________________
--~e_n_c_~~-~---::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
Minu s interes t on in vestm ent _________________ 485
1300
1050
593
395
Livcs tock __________________________
_______________ -------------------------------------- 2-l 50
Ope rators far m fam il y earnings ______________ 10-19
3050
1750
1072
1022
Hours of fa mily labor used ____
______ _____________ 4300
Operating capital _________________
---------------------------------------- 500
800
400
"<:I
3800
4600
:,,
Re turn s pe r hour (cents) ___ __ _________________
___ _______________________ -____
- 9700
24
11 850
Total ----------------------------------------------------7900
28
22
>
;;
1 John son grass, where adapted.
In those cases where Joh nson g rass 1s used fo r hay, lespedeza seed woul d not be prod uced.
2 Jn ventorv va lue show n at one- half
fri
nf new cost.
3 All inco;,,e calcul ations based on norma
l prices as given in tables 1D and 2 in the appe nd ix.
>
4 In tr.c ca lculation of fertili zer ex penses,
it was ass um ed that the estim ated yield level was consistent with fe rtilization of crops at 50 percent
and permanent pas tures at 25 perce nt of the recommend ed level. See append ix table 5 for recommended rates.
>
5 Milk hau ling and auction charges.

I
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the amount of land suited for woods
only, but would average approximately
300 acres. Based on normal values, total
investment would amount to about $12,-000, of which about 45 percent would be
working capital (table 8).
Cultivating and harvesting methods,
other farm practices, power used, and
the family labor force would be the same
as those outlined for the dairy-cotton
farm; tractor equipment would be the
rnme except that a hammer mill would
not be needed. A limited amount of labor
would have to be hired in August and
September to help in the hay harvest.
This system of farming would have 12
acres of cotton, for the same reasons as
outlined for the cotton-dairy system. The
rest of the cropland would be used for
feed crops, except two acres for mis-cellaneous truck and garden. Twenty-five
~cres of corn and 30 acres of oats would
provide grain. An additional 25 acres of
oats would be used for grazing only.
Clover for hay would be planted after
43 acres of oats, and a crop for temporary
summer pasture after the other 12 acres.
Seed would be saved from 3 acres of
clover in order to keep down seed co~t.
The beef herd would consist of 30
cows. To maintain
good grade beef-type
the herd in good condition, 6 cows would
be sold each year and 6 heifers brought
bull
into production. A good beef-type
would be kept. Calves would be dropped
in early spring and would be carried
through the summer and fall on milk
and grass. Average management would
give an 80 percent calf crop. About De-cember 1 the calves would be placed on
the 25 acres of oats; one-half ton of hay
per calf would be stacked on the oat
field as supplementary roughage. The
calves would be removed from the oat
pasture about June I and sold at weights
approximating 650 pounds each. One ton
of hay would be stacked per head of
mature beef cattle. Grazing would be

furnished the year round, although graz-ing would be limited to three or four
hours per day from December 1 to March
l when the 30 acres of oats being grown
for grain would be pastured.
The hog enterprise would consist of 4
brood sows. Each sow would produce 2
litters of 6 pigs each, and the pigs would
be fed out to weigh about 200 pounds.
Two acres of oats and two acres of the
temporary summer pasture would be
fenced off and grazed by the hogs. With
this grazing program, 425 pounds of
grain and 25 pounds of protein by-products would produce one hundred
pounds of pork.
Two grade dairy cows would be kept
for milk production for home use. The
calves produced would be handled in the
~ame manner as the beef calves. Twentyfive hens would be kept for egg production for home use, and enough chickens
raised to provide replacements for hens
and to furnish the family poultry meat.
This system of farming would give
cash receipts of about $3300, of which
approximately 52 percent would come
from the beef enterprise, 28 percent from
the hog enterprise, and about 16 percent from the cotton enterprise. Poultry
and forestry products would contribute
the balance. Cash expenses would total
—
60_ ~ercent of
approximately $1700-about
which would be spent for fertilizer, tractor fuel, and oil, and repairs. Net cash
income would amount to about $1600
and family labor earnings to approximately $1100. Total hours of work would
be about 3800 hours; returns per hour of
labor would approximate 28 cents.
General farm. The minimum-sized ef-ficient general farm as outlined here
would have about 98 acres of open land,
62 acres for crops and 36 acres for open
permanent pasture. The total acreage
would vary, depending on the amount of
land suited for woods only, but would
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average about 140 acres. Total investment
would amount to about $7500, of which
approximately 40 percent would be work-ing capital.
Farm practices, power used, and the
family labor force would be the same as
those outlined for the cotton-dairy
farm;
tractor equipment used would be the
same except that a grain drill and combine would not be owned. It is cheaper,
on farms of this size, to hire the work
done by these machines on a custom basis
than to own the machines.
Twelve acres of cotton, 24 acres of
corn, 14 acres of oats for grain and
grazing, 10 acres of clover hay following
oats, 4 acres of temporary summer pasture following oats, 10 acres of second-year clover, and 2 acres of miscellaneous
crops would make up the cropping pattern. Dairy, poultry, and hog enterprises
would contribute to the farm income.
The dairy herd would consist of 12
good grade cows and they would be cared
for in the same manner as the cows on
the dairy-cotton
farm. With this size
herd, it would be more economical to
milk by hand because the family labor
would be available.
One sow would be kept and 2 litters
of 6 pigs each would be farrowed and
fed out to 200 pounds per head.
The poultry enterprise would be fairly
large on this farm. A 250 all-pullet flock
would be kept for egg production and
750 baby chicks raised to provide for
pullet replacements, home use, and sale.
With average management, the mortality
rate for baby chicks should not exceed
10 percent; culling of nonlayers and
proper management should keep the
mortality rate in the laying flock down
to 10 percent. The laying flock would
average about 200 birds for the year.
The laying flock would be replaced each
year, because production per pullet is
generally 20 to 25 percent above the pro-
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duction of hens. About two acres of permanent pasture would furnish adequate
grazing for summer rearing of pullets.
Hens would be fed about 40 pounds of
grain and 40 pounds of laying mash.
With this feeding program, total egg
production would amount to about 3000
dozen.
This system of farming would give
cash receipts of about $3400. Approximately 43 percent of this total would
come from the dairy enterprise, 33 percent from the poultry enterprise, and 15
percent from the cotton enterprise. Pork
and forestry products would contribute
the balance. Cash expenses would total
about $2100, of which about one-third
would be for feed. Fertilizer, tractor
fuel and oil, and repairs would be other
major expense items. N et cash income
would amount to approximately $1300
and family labor earnings about $1000.
With a total of about 4400 hours worked,
returns per hour of labor would ap-proximate 24 cents.
In areas where a profitable market for
Jairy products was not available, the
dairy herd would be replaced with a
beef herd of about the same size. The
poultry and hog enterprises would be in-creased in size in order to utilize the
grain that would be made available when
the dairy cows were replaced by beef
cows. This system of farming would re-quire from 15 to 25 percent less labor
than where dairy cows were kept and the
net returns would be from 10 to 20
percent lower.
In some instances a profitable market
for poultry products may not be avail-able. In those cases the poultry enterprise would be reduced to the size just
sufficient for home use and the hog
enterprise expanded to utilize the avail-able grain. Where this shift in enterprise
is necessary both net returns and hours
worked would be lower than shown in
table 8.
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PRODUCTION PATTERN FOR THE AREA WITH
AN EFFICIENT AGRICULTURE

On e major conrr:bution of an efficient
agriculture would be an increased volume
of physical production. Compared with
1943, the total physical volume of production would be increased about 20 percent under an efficient agriculture, In-creased production per worker or per
capita gives even greater emphasis to
the importance of an efficient agriculture, The physical volume of production
per capita of farm population would be
almost two and one-half times as great
under an efficient agriculture as in 1943,
Increased production would come from
higher crop yields, higher production per
unit of livestock, more intensive use of
low-grade resources, and a more efficient
combination of resources into better
adapted farming systems. 1 4
With an efficient agriculture there
would be a considerable shift from row
crops to close-growing crops and hay
crops (appendix table 3A). Total cropland would decrease somewhat, and there
would be a considerable increase in theacreage devoted to open permanent pas-ture. As compared to 1943, the acreage
of row crops would decrease 16 percent
and the acreage planted to small grains
and hay doubled, At the same time, the
acreage of cropland would decreas(' 3 per-:e nt, and the acreage of o~en permanent
pasture would increase 15 percent. This

rather striking shift in land use would
serve only to conserve soil resources but
also to give a better distribution of labor
requirements throughout the year,
Returns from cotton would not be suf-ficiently favorable compared with other
enterprises to warrant maintaining the
1943 acreage. When the best-adapted
farming systems are fitted into an efficient production pattern cotton would be
grown on about 225,000 acres, 7 percent
less than in 1943. Corn acreage would
decrease about 10 percent, Substituting
oats and forage crops for corn, cotton and
a portion of the crops of lesser impor-tance would improve the seasonal labor
requirement~, the bala nce between grain
and hay crops, and the seasonal distribu-tion of g razi ng, All feed produced woul d
be fed within the area.
With an efficient production patten.
the number of dairy cows would increase
from 103,000 head in 1943 to 150,000
head, and the number of beef cows from
16,000 head to 45,000 head (appendix
table 3B). Hog and poultry numhns
would be ma in tained at approximately
the 1943 level, although a 55 percent decrease in the number of farm familie~
would mean that more hogs, and egg~
would go through market channels, Ap-proximately five head of workstock out
of six would be replaced by tractors.

IMPLICATIONS OF SUGGESTED ADJUSTMENTS

With an efficient agr iculture the tota,
population on farms in the Northeast
Prairie Area would be reduced abou t 5l

I 4 The perce nt increase in the total and per
capita pr.ysical volume of production was cal-cul ated in the fol low ing mann er:
(I) The
quantities of farm co mmod ities sold and used
in the home in 1943 and under an efficient
agriculture were multiplied by the sa me grou p
of prices ( 19-13 prices); (2) The values for each
situation were tota led: (3) The in crease in
v'alue
over 1943 was divided by the total for
'
1943,

percent as compared to 1943 (appendi>.
table 3G), In 1943. there were 35.200
farm fami lies in the area. \,Vith an ef
ficient agriculture only 16,000 farm fam-ilies would be needed. This means. then.
that 19.200 or 55 percent of the farm
families in the area in 1943 would need
to look to some other source for the major
pan d their income. It would be desirable for all of these to remain in the
area and work at nonfarm jobs. In many
instances it would be profitable for them
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to retain rural residence, produce all or
part of their food needs, and drive tc
work in nearby urban areas.
Gross farm income would be 1 percern
less with an efficient agriculture than in
1943. 15 However, the decrease in the
farm population of 50 percent would
result in ti1e gross farm income per capit~
increasing _ 97 percent. When only tht
full-time farm population is co nsidc:.:red
the gross farm income per capita woulc
increase 164 percent.
With an efficient agriculture then
would be considerable changes in th,
volume of various products sold ( a ppen
dix table 3E) . As compared to 1943 the
volume of cotton sold would dec rease 22
percent; whereas, the volume of milk
sold would show an increase of 157 percent; beef, an increase of 100 percent;
pork an increase of 135 percent; a nd eggi
an increase of 143 percent. The volume of
poultry meat sold would decrease be
cause about 75 percent more would be
consumed on farms in order to improve
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diets . Peanuts sold would decrease and
the volume of sweetpotatoes and Irish
potatoes sold would increase. The volume of feed produced and fed would
show a tremendous increase. Corn pro-duced and fed would increase 20 per
cent, hay 121 percent and oats 1170 per
cent (from 211,000 bushels in 1943 to
2,680,000 bushels). Sweet potatoes fed
wo uld decrease about 50 percent. With
the pattern outlined above for an efficient ag ri culture, li ves tock and livestock
products would contribute 70 percent of
the gross farm income as compared to
44 percent in 1943. The relative contribution of cotton would decline from 43
percent to 2 I percent ( appendix table

3F).

In ge neral, th e marketing a nd processing facilities available wo uld be sufficient
to ha ndl e production with an efficient
ag rictulture; however, many improvements could be m ade that would increase
the efficiency of marketing a nd processing fa rm products in this area .

OBSTACLES TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN
EFFICIENT AG.RICULTURE

Size of farms. One of th e major ba rriers to the attainment of a n efficient
ag ri culture in the Tortheast Prairie Area
is the preva iling pattern of sm all un-economic units. The size of these un-economi c operating units must be in-creased, if farm operators are to take
advantage of modern machin ery and
fa rmin g techniques and to o rgan ize and
operate their farms more efficient ly. lt
will be exceedi ngly difficult to co mbin e
small ownership units into efficient farm
units, because of th e desire on the part
of many individuals to own a piece of
land for sec urity or sentimental reasons,
regardless of how un economical the size
of the unit may be. It wi ll be much
easie r to combin e sub-un its of the la rge
ownership units into efficient fa rm units;

Additional resea rch will be required in
order to co pe with the problems of size
of fa rm. Research des igned to provide
the following in formatio n would be most
helpful in thi s res pec t : ( !) The best
practices and groups of practices under
varying physical a nd eco nomic condition; 1 6 and (2) what a nd how much of

1 5This is the result of tr.e change in th~
price level.
Prices assumed for an efficien r
agriculture are 28 percent below the 1943 level.

1 6 The intens ity of operat ion that is profitable affects directly the physical size of farm
needed for efficient operat ion.

this ca n be done by replacing hand labor
with power eq uipment, combining enterprises into a balanced sys tem of farming,
and u sing bet ter production practices.
Adjustments toward la rger-sized operating units will lesse n the tendency to
squeeze as much in co me as possible from
farms of inadequate size without regard
to good soi l-building and soi l-conserving
practices.

-
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the different enterprises and resources
should be available for suitable sizes of
farms for the most important systems of
farming under varying physical and eco-nomic conditions.
Population pressure. One of the conditioning factors to an increase in the
size of small uneconomic units and the
adoption of more efficient practices is
that of easing the pressure of farm population on the land. It is a well-known
fact that areas that have an abundant
supply of cheap labor are slow to adopt
new technological changes and more efficient methods of production. The Northeast Prairie is no exception and it will
continue to lag behind the rest of the
country in efficiency of production un-less ways and means of reducing the
population pressure on the land are
devised.
The problem of more efficiently util-izing labor on farms in the Northeast
Prairie will involve not only a reduction
in numbers, but also a maximum development of specialty farming that will
provide for high farm labor employment. Also the matter of processing of
farm products wherever opportunities
may be developed must be a part of the
adjustment program. Finally, nonfarm
employment opportunities within and
without the region must be available.
Nonfarm employment opportunities
can be increased by programs designed
(l) to encourage and facilitate industrialization and the development of trade
and service industries in the area; (2) to
provide industrial and commercial edu-cation and training programs for rural
areas, particularly for young people at
about the time they are ready to enter
the employment group; (3) to provide a
placement agency of sufficient coverage
to bring workers and jobs together either
within or outside of the area.
The problem of population adjustment
to facilitate the attainment of an efficient agriculture will be one of the most

serious and most difficult of all the
problems associated with the program of
agricultural adjustment. The shifting of
surplus population from farms and the
attainment of a better balance between
human and other resources is further
complicated by the fact that the farm
population replacement rate is much in
excess of that required for normal re-placement.
Research is needed in the field of in-dustrial development if nonfarm opportunities for employment for any appreciable number of excess farm laborers are
to be developed within the Area or State
in the near future. Too little basic re search has been done in this field in this
Area or in the State. An industrial re-search program could do much in inventorying the industrial resources of the
regions, in exploring the possibilities of
the development of various industries,
and in providing the basic information
needed for the development and utiliza-tion o.f all resources. Research could also
point the way toward the development
of many local processing and service
establishments which would provide for
local needs and offer employment opportunities to a rather large body of
workers 1 7
Farm credit. An efficient agriculture
for the Tortheast Prairie will require a
significant increase in capital investment
and in operating capital. Capital is the
means whereby land and labor may be
made more productive, and it must be
substituted for large amounts of inefficiently used labor.

Much of the land in this area is pro-ducing little or no income. The amount
of capital that will be required to de-velop these resources will in many instances exceed the value of the land be-fore the improvements are made. It will
'
1 7 Th e Rural Community Development Plan
for th e Tupelo trade a rea is an outstanding
example of planning along these lines,
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take some time for the returns from
grazing, for instance, to equal the initial
expenditures involved in establishing pastures . For forestry enterprises, the time
would be even longer. However, the
ultimate returns from such investment
would more than justify the commitments.
An integration of short-term,
intermediate, and long-term credit, geared to
the farm needs and ability to repay, is
basic in providing capital to farmers in
this Area. Unless this is done, repayment
schedules may overlap and place an undue
and, in some cases, an impossible burden
on the farm operator. In addition a variable repayment provision should be established. In developing a repayment schedule, average prices and rates of production might be used. It should be recognized, however, that the level of income
may vary from year to year, and that for
the lender and the farmer to obtain the
greatest degree of safety, the contract
should provide that repayments will be
related to earnings in any given year.
Adequate capital adapted to changing
needs is essential to the attainme nt of
a hig her level of efficiency. That the
farm operators will, as is probable, "grow
into" rather than "buy into" the new
system of agriculture will make it possible
to develop adequate credit for the new
needs.
Research in farm credit has been limit-ed in the past. It could be expanded
profitably. For example, additional in-formation is needed on cred it problems
as related to: (1) increasing the size of
small uneconomic units; (2) facilities
needed for efficient operations; (3) shifting from mule power to mechanized
farming; ( 4) financing adjustments from
crop farms to balanced crop and livestock farms; and (5) the profitable use
of short-term, intermediate, and long-term credit under the adjusted systems
of farming.
Farm management. The type of agriculture and the additional capital in-
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volved as outlined in this report give
emphasis to the need for a higher level
of managerial ability on farms in the
Northeast Prairie Area. The objective of
greatly improving the efficiency of farm
production through increasing the size
of farming units and capital investment
will be foredoomed to failure unless the
managerial performance of the average
farmer is improved at the same time.
Under present conditions the majority
of farm operators fail to make use of the
best methods of crop and livestock pro-duction or to fully utilize the land and
other resources they have. This is sub-stantiated by the low crop yields and
livestock production rates, the idle and
waste land, and the relatively small num-ber of days worked per m::: n on the
majority of farms.
If farmers are to have adequate guid-ance in the development of an efficient
agriculture, additional farm management
research will be necess~ry. A limited
amount of research work has been done
to determine balanced and efficient farm-ing systems, probable costs and returns,
and the extent to which machinery can
be profitably used to replace hand labor.
This work should be intensified.
Marketing and processing facilities and
services. Increased production efficiency
will mean very little unless there are
contemporary improvements in the efficiency with which farm commodities
are marketed and processed. Inadequate
marketing and processing facilities for
commodities other than cotton have pro-hibited in some counties, and slowed
down in others, the development of more
efficient systems of farming. The highest
farm income and the most efficient systems of farming are found in those
counties where markets for additional
products have been developed. The inefficient operation of marketing and pro-cessing facilities, because of inadequate
volume or poor management, has lower-ed prices to farmers in the past and will
do so in the future unless marketing and
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processing facilities and services are planned to meet the needs of local production areas.
The information needed to plan the
organ ization and operation of the various
phases of an efficient distributive system
is inadequate. Additional information is
needed along the following lines: (I)
The volume needed for efficient operation of marketing and processing facilities and services; (2) the financing of
marketing facilities and services; (3) seasonal production as related to marketing
costs; (4) packaging; (5) transportation;
( 6) local and other markets ; (7) consumer preference; (8) quality as related
to price; and other detailed problems
too num ero us to mention. Resea rch in
this field will have to be intensified in
order to provide this information , if the
marketing system is to keep pace w ith
production and to perform its many
functions efficiently.
Education facilities and services. If
the agriculture of this Area is to become
more efficient the rural people must be
educated to the point where form operators will know how to organize and
operate their resources efficiently, and
where those not needed to operate an
efficient agriculture will not only be pre--

pare.cl for other jobs but will also be able
to appraise their alternative opportunities
and select those that offer the more
attractive returns.
Mississippi ranks at or near the bottom
of the 48 states in education faci lities
and services on a per capita basis_ The
rural areas are especially deficient. The
present educational agencies- the public
school system, the Extension Service, the
colleges, the Adult Education Department, the Vocational Agriculture De-partment, and others-— must be expanded
and strengthened if an efficient agriculture is to be realized and the economic
well-being of all segments of the State's
economy improved.

Health facilities and services. H ealth
facilities and services in the rural parts
of the Northeast Prairi e are inadequate
from the standpoint of minimum health
standards. This is generally true for all
the rural sections of the State. There is
no doubt that th ere are many cases in
which the low managerial r;erformance
or output per worker is th e result of
poor health. Therefore, it wi ll be necessary to provide th e faci lities, services, and
educational programs needed to get and
keep rural people in good health.
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APPENDIX
Table 1.

An efficient agriculture, Northeast Prairie Area, Mississippi
A. Suggested land use compared with 1943

Reported Suggested for an efficient
agricultu re
acreage
Percen tage
for
U se of fa rm la nd
Acreage
of 194 3
19 43
1,000 acres
percen t
ror n, a ll _____________
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 332
300
90
Sorg hums a nd suga r ca ne for siru p ______
----------------------------------------------- __
5
3
60
Soybeans for bea ns --------------------------------- ----------------------------------------·8
3
38
_
Cow peas for peas ____
---------------------------------------------------------------------------12
42
5
Pea nuts picked and threshed -----------------------------------------------------------6
3
50
____
Cotton, all _____
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 241
225
93
Iris!- potatoes ----------------------------------------------------------------------------- ___,
3
2
67
Sweet potatoes -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------4
8
50
Oats ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------18
150
833
Ha y, all ta me, total -------------------------------------------------------------------------- 173
243
140
Seed s, hay and cover crops, all -----------------------------------------------------3
10
333
Rotation (cropland) pasture, summ er --------------------------------------- ___ _ 50
50
100
Rotation ( cropland) pasture , w inter -----------------------------------------------10
150
1500
Id le cropland ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------97
34
35
T otal cropla nd ------------------------------------------------------------------- _________ _ 959
930
97
Open perma nent pastu re ------------------------------- ___ ___________________ ___ ________ 650
750
11 5
Wood Ia nd pasture ____________________________________________________________ ________________ _
3 10
2 10
68
Other land in fa rms -------------------------------------------------------------------- ------ 288
330
11 5
Total land in far m s -------------------------------------------------- ----------------- .. 2230
2230
100
W in ter cover crops, legum es --------------------------------- --------------------------60
100
167

I

B.

Class of livestock

Numbers of livestock compared with 1943.
Reported Suggested fo r an efficient
agriculture
num ber
for
PercentaJ;?e
1943
Nu m ber
of 194 3
1,000 u n its
percen t

O n farms January I :
Horses, m ul es a nd colts _____
62
__
__
---------------------------------------------------------------Cattle and calves, all ___
________ ___-- 200
--------------------------------------------------------------Cow s kept for milk , 2 yrs. a nd over -------------------------------__________----- 103
O ther cows, 2 yrs. a nd o ver --------------------------------16
- - -------------------Sheep ·and la m bs , all ___
6
---------------------------------------------------------------- ---£ wes, 1 year old and over ----------------------------------------------------------4
Hens and pullets _________
---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 904
During year:
Sows far rowing: spri ng ---------------------------------------------------------------12
fa ll ___________
-------------------------------------------------------------------II
Ca Ives raised, tota I ________
______ -----------------------------------------------------------------95
Lambs saved , total ------------------------------------------------------------------------2
Commercial broi ler prod uction -------------------------------------------------------------------- 149
Ch ickens raised ------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 209 1

I

10
314

150
45
12

7

900

12
12

164
7

150
2000

16
157
146

28 1
200

175

100

JOO

109
173
350
IOI

96
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Estimated crop yields and grazing capacity and estimated livestock production rates compared
with 1943 yields anci rates.
Attainabl e with
Average crop
improved practices
yields and
prod uction
Where I Average for
the area
rates in 1943 applied
Unit
Item
Crops:
18
25
14.2
. bu .
---------- ---- --------- ---------- --Corn, all ...............................................................
10
15
10.9
. bu.
---- ----- -----------------Soybeans for beans ...............................................
5.5
9
5.5 '
----------------------------············-· lb.
Cow peas for peas ····································
500
4 12
lb.
_______________________
Pea nuts th resl:.ed ·················································-··
250
325
297
. lb.
____----- ----------------- ---------—
All cotton .............................................................
100
130
56
. bu .
...........................................
______________
______ _____
Irish potatoes .............
110
160 ’
78
bu.
---------------------------------Sweetpotatoes ················••··•··-································
22
19
30
. bu.
_________________________
Oats for grain .......................................................
1.35
1.2
1.0
. ton
—
Hay, all tame .......................................................
2.5
5.3
. AUM
Rotation pasture ...................................................
_______________________
3.0
5.3
. AUM
Perm anent pasture .................................................
______________________
.5
.5
. AUM
\Vood land pasture .................................................
____________ _____ Livestock products:
5.9
6.4
5.4
no.
____________
Pigs saved per sow: Spring ··············-·················
6.4
6.9
5.9
. no.
Pigs saved per sow: Fa II ...................................
—
300
350
250
. lb.
-----Average weigh t of all ca lves raised .................
450
500
350
. lb.
----Av erage weight of beef ca lves raised ...............
3400
4500
2590
. lb.
~~
Average milk prod uction, all milk cows ...........
4250
5000 '
3500
Average milk production, commercial herd ...... lb.
100
80
64
. lb.
_________
Average weight of lambs raised .........................
6
7
4.5
. lb.
Wool per head shorn .........................................
________ ______ —12
15
8
. doz.
____
Eggs per hen (average during yea r) ...............
2.5
3.2
3
. lb.
—Average weight of chicke ns raised ...................
2.6
3
3
. lb .
_
Average weigl:.t of comm ercial broilers ...........
C.

D.

Estimated prices of farm products received by ·farmers compared with 1943.
Prices

Item
Unit
Crops:
- ______________________
______ ······--- bu.
························-··········
···········
Corn ··················
_____________________
bu.
Soybea ns for bea ns ······························---. bu .
_________ __________
Cowpeas for peas ...................................................
. lb.
_______________ ______ _________
Peanuts .....................................................................
Co tton ........................................................................ lb.
_________________________·········-··· bu.
Iri sh Potatoes ···············································
__________ ______ _________ ···-······· bu .
Sweetpotatoes ································-················
. bu.
Oats ...........................................................................
—
········-· ton
············
··················
All hay ······························
Livestock and livestock products:
Milk ............................................................................ cwt.
······ doz.
······················································
Eggs -··············
_______
·-· lb .
Chicken s ································································
lb.
Broilers ........................... ·······································-_ cwt.
·······················---Pork ·············
··- _ _ ___ cwt.
Beef and veal ·······································
_ cwt.
______________________
·····-·························-·············
Sheep and lambs ······
- lb.
-··-·-··
·-······
Wool .......................................

I·

I

.20
1.57
I. SO
.87
20.58

Estimated for an
efficient
agricu Iture
dollars
.93
1.53
1. 85
.04
.13 8
.88
1.08
.57
15.00

2.95
.32
.24
.28
12.59
9.35
7.93
.45

2.79
.24
.19
.23
9.95
9.1 7
8.00
.34

Received
Ill 1943
doll ars
1.40
2.33
2.83

.0i

THE NATURE OF AN EFFICIENT AGRICU LTUR E IN NORTHEAST PRAIRIE AREA

27

E. Estimated qu antities of selected commodities for sale and fa rm feeding compared with
__________________________________ 1943 quantities.
Quantities sold and fed
Item
Products sold:
Cotton ___________________
_________ ·-------------------------------------·
___
Peanuts.____________________________
___________________________
______
____
Irish potatoes ________________
-----------------------------·
_____ _____
___SweeljJotatocs -------------------------------------------Milk ________
____________________________________________________________ ,
Eggs_____________________________
__________________________
----------------------------------- ___ _
Chickens _______________________
------------------------------____
Pork _________________________
_____________ ---· ----------------------------Beef a nd vea l __________ -------------------------------·
Mutton and lamb ______
______________________________________
Amount for feed:
__________
Corn ·-------------------------·-----------_______ ____ ________
Oats._____________________________-----------------------------_______
Barley_______________________________________________________
Sweetpotatoes___ ___________ ___ _____________ _____________
All tam e hay ________
—

Unit

Actual
in 1943

Bale
lb.
hu.
bu.
cwt.
doz_
Ib.
cw t.
cw t.
cwt.

143
98 1
37
134
1700
3738
4 18 1
79
282
.91

bu.
bu.
bu .
bu.
ton

4369
211

5234
2680

120
1270

136
149

75
329

221

Estimates
1,000 units
11 2
700
139
J 64
4368
9088
2825
186
563
5.5

Pe rcentage
of I 943
perce nt
78
71
376
122
257
243
68
235
200
604

55

F. Estimated gross income from crops and livestock including va lue of sales and hom e use
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___:pc._r_o_d_uc_t_s _compared with 1943 values.
Gross income

Gross in come fo r an

in 1943

Actual
Item
amount
Crops
doll ars
Cotton and cottonseed ------------------------------ 16,31 3
All other crops: Sold -------------------------------1,103
Home use ___________________ _ 1,704
Livestock and livestock prod ucts:
Sold ______________
-------------------------------------------------------------- 11 ,30 1
Home use ---------------------------------------------------5, 190
__
Woodland products:
____________
_____
7 17
Sold ---------------------------------------------------------------.
H ome use -------------·-------·-····-----·------------------ 1,258
T otal -------------···-····--··---····-····----·----·--··--·· 37,586

effic ient agriculture
Percentage
Of _tota!I Of 1943
perce nt
percent
21
49
44
J
38
2

I

Percentage
of total
Estimates
percent
dollars
43
7,975
3
483
5
65 I
30
14

22, 139
3,562

60
10

196
69

2
3
100

1,353
915
37,078

4
2
100

189
73
99
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G.

Estimated farm population and gross income compared with 1943 population and income.
An efficie nt ag riculture
Actual

I__

_It_c n_, _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

for

Un it

Farm families:
number
------ -----------------------------------------------------------------------·
Total ----numhcr
--------F ull -time farm fami lies -----------------------·
______________________ _ number
Part-time farm famil ies --------Farm population:
numbe r
---------------------------------------------------------------------Total ------Full-time farm families -----------------------· number
Part-time fa rm families ------------------------· number
Gross fa rm income:
T ota l --------- --------------------------------------------- l000 do ts.
I 000 clols.
—- ----Full-time fam ilies -------------------------------___
1000 dols.
Part-time fam ilies----------------·----------------Gross incom e per capita:
_
dollars
Farm population _____ -----------·----·-----------·
Fu !I -ti me fa mi Iies ------------· __________________ __ dollars
Land used for crops :
Total ________________________________________________________ _ I 000 /\.
________ acres
Per capita; far m popul ation __________
acres
_________________
____
Full -time fam il y population ___
Cotton acreage:
_________________
___
Total _________ ___ _______ ___ _______
_____ I 000 A.
_______________
— acres
Per capita: farm populatio n _____
____ acres
Full -tim e fam ih· population

Percentage
of 1943

1943

Estimates

35,200
30.7CO
4,500

16,000
10.250
5,750

45
33
128

134,100
11 6,960
I 7, 140

67 .200
43,050
24, 150

50
37
141

37.586
34,966
2,620

37.0iR
33,938
3,140

99
97
120

2~0
299

552

197
264

K62
6.4
7.4

896

13.3
20.8

104
208
281

24 I
1.80 1
2.06

225
3.35
5.23

93
186
254

788

Source: Reports of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, Un ited States, Department of Agri culture ~ncl estimations of spec ialists of the Mississippi Experiment Station.
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Prices used in calcu lating farm expenses. I
Unit

Ammonium nitrate (32.5 % ) ..—
. cwt.
Ph ospha te, 20 % ....................... cwt.
Potash, 50% ______________
............................ cwt.
cw t.
6•8·4 _____________________
················
·······················
______________________
cwt.
6·8·8 ...............
··························
- ··································
__________________ __ cwt.
5.-10-5
······
0-- 14-7
. cwt.
- ........................................
—
Basic slag ................................
___ _______ _____ . cwt.
Lime .......................................... . ton
Cottonseed m ea l ___________
··•··············-····cwt.
Dairy feed , 16 % ............ .
cwt.
Laying mash ............................
____ ____ _____ . cwt.
Scratch feed ____
............................ cwt.
Tankage....................................
________________ . cwt.
A Ifalfa r.a y ................................ ton
Clover hay_____
.............................
_
. ton
Soy bean or pea ha y ................ ton
Gra ss hay __
.................. to n

I

N or_mal
price
dollars

2.55

1.02
1.97
1.50
1.66
1.50
1.00
.43
3.40

1.90
2.35
2.90
2.45
3.50
23 .00
21.00
19.00
17.00
Percent
Repairs:
new cost
__________
Tractor ······-·····
_·
··················
····-··········-·····
5 .0
T ractor equipment ................................
5.0
_
Mul e equipment ....................................
__
5.0
_

I

l1 em

Unit

______ ____
lb .
Lesped eza seed ············-········____ ·· lb.
Al fa lfa seed _________
...... ·····-·······-······
H a iry vetch seed ....................... lb.
Austrian pea ,eed -................... . lb.
Cottonseed ................................. bu.
Corn, h ybrid seed __
........., ........ . gal.
Oat, seed _________
..................................
_
. bu.
Ginning .....................................
__
.
Poison __________
.........................................

bale

c wt.

Fuel, oil and g rease
fo r I ·row tractor.. .............. . hour
T otal operating cost
for I--row tractor __
______ . hour
.................
Cost of mul es _____________
......................... . hour
Mul e equipm ent ______
..................... . hour
Tractor equipment _________
···-·············-hour
Man labor___________
..............................
_____ . hour

I

Nor_mal
pnce
dollars

.I 5
.45

.I 6

.07
3.00
1.00
1.00
5.50
8.00
.21

.49
.23
.03
.21
.19
Percent
Deprec iation :
new cost
Tractor .................... ········-···-··················
l 0.0
Tra ctor equipment ................................
7.5
Mul e equipm ent ....................................
5.0
Mul es ______
___ .. ........................... 12.0
....................
___
Buildings ............................................
....
3.0
Bui Id ings ·················-········
.....................
2 .5
__ __
Truck ............................................
.......... I 0.0
Tru ck _________
.............. ......... .. ...... ............. . 15 .0
1 Prices consistent
with th e assum ed leve l of prices received by fa rmers; they are based on 1943
prices and are about 25 percent above the 193 5-39 average.
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Annual min imu m food requirements per capita farm and non farm population, Mississippi. l
I Nonfarm
Farm
Un it
I
Commodity
700
_______---·-725
• lb.
---·------··-·-·--··--··-·-·-·-----·--·Milk or its equivalent 2 ---_______ lb.
147
167
-----Potatoes and sweetpotatoes -----------·---·-------------------------_______ lb.
11
13
—
-----------------------------------------Dry beans, peas, and nuts —
100
100
____________________________________________
Tomatoes and citrus fruits ---------------- —_______ lb.
159
155
______________
_______ lb.
Leafy green and yellow vegetables___
---------_______ lb.
198
206
—
-------------------------------------Other vegetables and fruits —
25
25
doz.
-------------------------------------------- —------- ———
—
-------------------------------------------Eggs --------I 06
______ lb.
113
-----------------------------Pork, 3 beef, mutton, ,incl poultry ----------21
22
lb.
---- -------------------------------------------- ---------------Other meat 4 __________________________
56
112
----------------------------- lb.
-------------------------------------------Corn for meal 5 _______—----122
I 05
---------------------------------------------- lb.
-------------------------------------------Other cereals ------41
48
——
---- lb.
-------------------------------------------Fats, excluding butter _____________
---------- gal.
I
__________________________
_____---------------2
---------Sirup ---------------------------------------43
39
____________________
---------------------- lb.
-------------------------------------------Other sweets _______
1 Source of data:
Cochran, Williard, “"High Level Food Consumption in the United States,"
Miscellaneou s Publication 581, United States Department of Agriculture. The national requirements
as set up in the above publication were adjusted slightly in order to make allowances for tl:e foo<l
habits of the people of Mississippi.
2FJuid whole milk and equivalent quantities (approximate protein solid basis) of evaporated
dried milk, ice cream, cheese, and skim milk products; and including an allowance of 30 percent
of the milk required to produce the 13 pounds of butter allowed per capita of farm and nonfarm
population. It was assumed that 70 percent of the milk from whid: butter is made could be utilized
as buttermilk and other skim milk products for human consumption.
3 Excluding lard, bacon, salt sides and fatback.
4 Fish and game.
5This amount of corn would yield 100 pounds and 50 pounds of meal, respectively.
Table 3.

annual livestock feed ing rates, Mississippi.
Kinds of feed
Hay or its
Commercial
Grazing2
equivalent
by-products
Grain
Livestock
AUM 3
tons
pounds
pounds
_____________________ _ 2,100
8.2
1.0
Mules, 1,000 pound size 4 ------------10.5
2.0
500
------------------------------ ------ 1,000
Milk cows --------------------------------10.5
1.0
----------- ---—----------------------------------------------------Beef cows -----------—
4.5
.4
Other cattle carried over -----------------------------2.6
—
____
—
—------ -------------------------------Calves raised 5 ------1.6
.1
— ------- --------- -------- ---------------------- ----30
Ewes ------------------------------------------.8
--— —— ---------------—
15
-------------------------------------------Lambs -------------------.31
35
-—-------375
Hogs, cwt. net production ' -------------------------20
60
--_ _
-----------------------------------------Hens and pullets ----------------—
.64 6
5
--------- ——----16
-------------------------------------Chickens raised -----------3
_—
—
9
—
Commercial broiler production -----------------75
____________________________________________
Turkeys raised ----------------------------Range
5
Source: Specialists, Mississippi Experiment Station.
· ' 1 What appears to be the most profitable rates consistent witl: average managements and normal
price and weather conditions.
2 It was estimated that adequate grazing could be provided about 10.5 months out of the year
under normal weather conditions.
3 An animal unit m onth of grazing is th e grazing required to satisfactorily carry a mature cow
for one month.
4 A 1,200-pound Delta type mul e would require 2,520 pounds of grain, 1.2 tons of hay and 9.8
AUM of grazing. A 900-pound hill type mule would require 1,890 pound s of grain, .9 ton s ' of
l:ay and 7.4 AUM of grazing.
5Excluding veal calves and dairy calves sold or destroyed at birth.
_
6Per 100 head.
__
Table 4.

Recom mended

I
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_____________ Table 5. Fertilizer recommendations for the Hill Areas of Mississippi.
Crop
Kind and amount
fertilizer recommended
Cotton ( upland soils) -----------______________________ 600 pounds 6-8-4 or 400 pounds 5-10-5 plu s 20 pounds nitrogen
Cotton ( vall ey soils) ______________________
—--------- _600 pounds 4-8-8 or 500 pounds 6-8-8
- Corn ____ ___ ___________________________ ____ ___ ____ ____ 30-40
pound s nitrogen
------ — -----------Sma ll grains .___________________
_________ 32-40 pounds nitrogen
------ __________
----------Soybeans —
___________________ —--------______________________ 20 to 40 pounds phosphate
Cowpeas ___________________________-----_________________
_____ 20 to 40 pounds phosphate
Lespedeza _____________________
---------- _______________________
______ __ 20 to 40 pounds phosphate
Sorghum ___
____________________________________
__________ 400 pounds 6-8-4
____________
Peanut s . ___ ____________________ ____________________20 pounds phosphate (P,0,) plus 25 pounds (K,0) or 200 pounds
---- _ _ - —
0-14 -7, plus 500 pounds dolomitic limestone in either case; add
8 pounds nitrogen (N) on very poor soil.
Irish potatoes.___________________________
____ ______I 000 pounds 6 -8-4 plus 32 pounds nitrogen
—--------------Sweetpotatoes ____________________________________
----- ----__1000 pound s 4-8 -8 plus 32 pounds nitrogen
Pastures, permanent.__________________________
---- --— -10 to 60 pounds pl,osphate (P20r.) annua ll y, and 500 to 1000
(established sods)
pounds lime (depending on texture of soil) every 5 years; or
500 pounds basic slag annually; add 50 pounds potash (K,0)
every 3 yea rs on sandy soils
New seedings-----------------------------100 pounds phosphate (P,0r.); plus 100 pounds potash (K 20) if
--------needed; lime to pH of 6.5 to 7 .0
Pas tures, temporary -----------------___________________________ 60 pounds phosphate and 25 pounds potash or 400 pound s 0-14-7,
( legume crops)
’·
at planting
Grass crops---------------________________________--------____________ -32 pound s nitrogen at planting, or 2 week s before crop is to be
grazed
Winter legumes ___
_________20 to 40 pound s phosphate (P20,) plus lime as needed; or 500
- ---- --------------pound s basic slag
________
Phosphate materials:
18 percent superphosphate, 20 percentsupcrpho sphatc, raw phosphate, bone-meal , and ba sic slag 8-12 percent pl,osphate (P,0,,).
Nitrogen materials:
Nitrate of soda I 6 percent, sulphate of ammonia 20.60 percent, 20.60 percent
cyanamid (granu lar), 21 percent cyanamid (pulverized), uramon 42 percent,
uramon -dolomitic limestone 20.60 percent, ammonium nitrate 32.50 percent or
above, ammonium nitrate-dolomitic limestone 16 percent nitrogen.
Potash materials:
22 percent potash salts, 25 percent potash salts, 30 percent potash salts, 50
____________________ percent muriate of potash.
Source: Dorman,
°
’ Clarence, “"Ferti lizer Recommendatio ns for 1947,"” Mississippi Farm Research,
December, 1946.
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